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GLOSSARY OF COMMON TERMS 
 
Best Practices - Examples of field-based activities, operational procedures or capacity 
building approaches that are successful and sustainable in social and environmental terms and 
can be readily adopted by other individuals or organizations. 
 
Capacity Building - An approach to development that aims to instill commitment and 
improve fundamental management and technical skills within an organization, thereby 
making the institution more effective and sustainable. 
 
CBNRM Coordinating Group - A body or bodies (as yet undefined) that will have the 
mandate, support, resources and skills to improve the flow of information about CBNRM 
activities in Malawi, develop strategic plans and monitor performance and impact of 
CBNRM initiatives. 
 
CBNRM Secretariat - An operational unit that will provide support services to the CBNRM 
Coordinating Group(s). 
 
Community - Everybody living within an area.  It may be a social or a geographical 
grouping depending on the context. 
 
Community-based Natural Resource Management - An approach to the use of renewable 
natural resources that relies on the empowerment of community groups to use those resources 
as they see fit using strategies arrived at through consensus.  In an ideal situation, the use of 
the resources is sustainable in economic and ecological terms and the distribution of benefits 
occurs in a manner that is socially equitable. Many practitioners perceive a continuum 
ranging from strict government control of natural resources through co-management and 
collaborative management through to CBNRM at the other extreme. 
 
Community-based Organizations - Groups of individuals within a village or group of 
villages or residential area with similar vested interests that have established an agreement to 
work together in a structured manner to achieve common objectives 
 
Community Mobilization - The process of building enthusiasm and commitment within a 
community or group of stakeholders to establish a formal working relationship in order to 
work together in order to accomplish a common goal. 
 
Community Resource Mapping - The process of identifying the knowledge, skills and other 
human resources that are available within a community and the quantity and quality of 
natural resources that are present in the geographical area. 
 
COMPASS Team  - Technical project staff including the Chief of Party, Deputy Chief of 
Party, Community Mobilization Specialist and Information Management Specialist based in 
Blantyre at the COMPASS Offices. 
 
Conservation - A system that promotes the sustained existence of the natural resources. 
 
Environment (chilengedwe) - the specific combination of natural resources in an area. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation - A management tool that is built around a formal process for 
evaluating performance and impact using indicators that help measure progress toward 
achieving intermediate targets or ultimate goals.  Monitoring systems comprise procedural 
arrangements for data collection, analysis and reporting. 
 
Natural Resources (zachilengedwe) - Within the Malawian context, forests and woodlands, 
fisheries and water resources, wildlife (flora and fauna) and soil resources.  In the broadest 
sense, natural resources include rocks and minerals, land, air and wilderness.  The last two of 
these are typically regarded as "common resources", being freely available to all. 
 
Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation - A monitoring and evaluation approach that 
ensures active involvement of stakeholders and beneficiaries in identifying targets, 
appropriate indicators, data collection procedures and reporting. 
 
Partners/Partnerships - Different levels of partnership can be identified: 

• Co-operation is characterized by informal relationships that exist without any commonly 
defined mission, structure or planning effort.  Resources and rewards are separate. 

• Co-ordination is characterized by more formal relationships and understanding of 
compatible missions.  Some planning and division of roles are required and 
communication channels are established.  Resources are made available to all participants 
and rewards are mutually acknowledged. 

• Collaboration implies a more durable and pervasive relationship.  It brings previously 
separated organizations into a new structure with full commitment to a common mission.  
Requires comprehensive planning and well-defined communication channels operating on 
many levels.  Resources are pooled or secured jointly, as are benefits. 

 
Service Provider - An agency providing managerial and technical assistance to a community 
in a process of building the capacity of the community to become self-reliant. 
 
Stakeholders - Individuals, communities, non-governmental organizations, private 
organizations, parastatals, government agencies, financiers and others having an interest or a 
“stake” in a project or activity and its outcome. Primary stakeholders are those ultimately 
affected, either positively or negatively.  Secondary stakeholders are the intermediaries in the 
process of carrying out the programme/project.  They may be winners or losers, involved or 
excluded.  Key stakeholders are those who can significantly influence, or are important to the 
success of the programme/project. 
 
Strategic Plan - A road map that outlines the long-term goals of an organization or program 
and details how these will be achieved by adopting specific strategies, approaches and 
methodologies. 
 
Sustainability - The ability to continue effectively once direct project/programme support 
has been taken away.  Sustainability can be at many levels but the main focus for COMPASS 
is on the institutional sustainability of natural resource management initiatives. 
 
Sustainable Development - Progress measured in social or economic terms (or both) that has 
been or will be accomplished without irreversible environmental degradation or social 
disruption.  The benefits should not only outweigh the social and ecological costs but should 
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also be founded on a rational use of resources (human and natural) that can be maintained 
indefinitely or perpetuated based on future conditions that can be reasonably anticipated. 
 
Village Natural Resource Committee - A local organization of duly elected or nominated 
stakeholders that represents the interests of the community as a whole with respect to the use 
and management of natural resources.  Within the proposed structure of decentralized 
environmental planning, these committees are expected to report to District authorities on 
issues ranging from the state of the natural resource base to the planning and implementation 
of development activities. 
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Workshop on principles and approaches for community-based management of natural 
resources in Malawi: an assessment of needs for effective implementation of CBNRM 

 
Ryall's Hotel, Blantyre: November 17th to 19th 1999 

 
 
1 - Introduction 
 
1.1 - Purpose of the workshop 
 
Over the past few years Malawi has seen considerable progress in developing a policy and 
legislative framework for community-based management of natural resources.  This 
notwithstanding, it has become evident that potential gaps and weaknesses in several areas 
threaten to retard or even derail efforts to implement CBNRM as an approach to more 
effective management of natural resources.  In an attempt to address some of these issues, the 
Environmental Affairs Department (EAD) with the support of USAID/COMPASS organized 
a workshop at Ryall's Hotel in Blantyre on Wednesday, Thursday and Friday, November 17th, 
18th and 19th, at which the following topics were discussed: 
 
• elaboration of a set of principles that will help guide and support the implementation of 

CBNRM activities in Malawi; 
• adoption of a coherent approach to providing incentives for community-based natural 

resource management (CBNRM); and 
• coordination of CBNRM initiatives among government, donors and NGOs. 
 
The workshop generated discussion among a wide range of partners and interested parties.  
The exchange of ideas and opinions helped build consensus on an approach and fine-tune 
guidelines that we feel will strengthen capacity for promoting the adoption of CBNRM in 
Malawi.  The forum also afforded an opportunity to forge stronger ties between the numerous 
sponsors and practitioners of community-based resource management activities. 
 
1.2 - Approach 
 
The workshop was organized by the Environmental Affairs Department with logistical 
support from COMPASS and was co-funded by EAD (with UNDP funds) and 
USAID/COMPASS.  This in itself marked a significant divergence from the usual strategy 
that donor organizations (and indeed government agencies) work independently especially 
with respect to financing specific activities.  We hope that the approach to organizing this 
workshop will establish a precedent and model for further collaboration in future. 
 
The proposed strategy for organizing the workshop was to solicit background papers on the 
key subjects from influential or experienced individuals on the issues to be addressed.  
Several of these papers were circulated to the invitees well before the start of the workshop1.  
It was hoped that these papers would stimulate ideas and generate discussion among the 
participants.  These as well as additional technical and information papers were presented 
during the first day of the workshop.  During the course of the second day the delegates split 
into three sub-groups to discuss the three fundamental topics outlined above.  Each of the 
groups then presented their finding at a plenary session during which all the workshop 

                                                 
1 Copies of these background papers are included as annexes to this report. 
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participants had an opportunity to comment on the suggestions and recommendations of each 
of the subgroups. 
 
Finally, on the last day of the workshop, the recommendations were reviewed and refined at a 
plenary session.  Separate actions plans were developed in the hope that the recommendations 
would be used constructively to further the cause of CBNRM in Malawi. 
 
1.3 - Participants 
 
A full list of participants, their positions and affiliations is included as Annex 1 of this report.  
There were 36 participants in all (excluding media representatives invited to the plenary 
sessions).  Of these, 13 were from government agencies, 3 from local government (the City 
Assemblies), 8 from Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), 1 from academia, 1 from the 
private sector, 7 from donor-funded projects and 3 representing environmental trusts. 
 
 
2 - Proceedings of the workshop 
 
2.1 - Opening 
 
Mr. Ben Mbewe, Principle Secretary of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental 
Affairs, and Mr. Ralph Kabwaza, Director of Environmental Affairs, made the official 
opening speeches.   
 
2.2 - Technical and informational papers 
 
During the first day of the workshop there was a series of presentations regarding CBNRM in 
the SADC region and within different sectors in Malawi.  
 

Mesheck Kapila and Anax Umphawi - of COMPASS described the work of the 
SADC Natural Resources Management Programme and summarized the deliberations 
and recommendations of the Third Biennial Conference held in South Africa in late 
September 1999. 
 
Andrew Watson - of COMPASS provided a summary of a background paper 
prepared by COMPASS that describes the current situation with regard to CBNRM in 
Malawi and proposes some recommendation for institutional arrangements to improve 
coordination.  A copy of this paper is presented as Annex 2 of this report.  It should be 
stressed that this paper has subsequently been revised on two occasions: first as a 
result of the deliberations at the workshop and, second, as a result of feedback from 
the National Council on the Environment to which the second draft was presented in 
early December. 
 
Sam Kainja - of the Department of Forestry summarized the current situation with 
regard to co-management and community-based management of forest resources in 
Malawi.  The full text of this paper is included as Annex 3 of this report. 
 
Sloans Chimatiro - of the Department of Fisheries summarized the current situation 
with regard to community-based management of fisheries resources in Malawi.  The 
full text of this paper is included as Annex 4 of this report. 
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Humphrey Nzima - of the Department of National Parks and Wildlife summarized 
the current situation with regard to co-management of wildlife resources in Malawi.  
The full text of this paper is included as Annex 5 of this report. 
 
Carl Bruessow - Coordinator of the Malawi Environmental Endowment Trust made a 
presentation summarizing the current situation with regard to incentives and 
allowances provided by different donor organizations and public-sector agencies.  He 
proposed alternatives to the present untenable state of affairs that are included in 
Annex 6 of this report.  

 
The following participants made additional informational presentations: 
 

Daulos Mauambeta - Wildlife Society of Malawi described the work being 
undertaken by WSM at Kam'mwamba in Mwanza East where communities are 
undertaking commercial production of fruit-juices from indigenous trees. 
 
Jones Njala - described the work of the Mulanje Mountain Conservation Trust. 
 
Excellent Hachileka - from IUCN Harare described the work being undertaken to 
create a regional database of best practices in CBNRM. 
 
John Balarin - Chief Technical Advisor for the DANIDA Environment Sector 
Support Programme for Malawi described the programme's approach and the 
proposed methodology with regarding capacity building and field projects. 
 
C. Lumanga - Projects Officer for European Union (EU) Microprojects described the 
variety of approaches that have been used to support and encourage the adoption of 
improved soil conservation measures throughout Malawi and other types of EU 
development activities. 
 
Jacob Palani - of EAD Microprojects (World Bank funding) described the results of 
the Pilot Phase and how the implementation of the full programme will commence. 
 
Robert Kawiya - Blantyre City Assembly (nominated by City Assemblies of 
Lilongwe and Mzuzu) described the work being undertaken by the City Assemblies in 
the area of environmental protection and management of natural resources. 

 
2.3 - Thematic discussions 
 
At a plenary session at the close of the first day, the delegates proposed that a small working 
group2 prepare a list of discussion topics to be reviewed in a plenary session at the start of the 
second day of the workshop.  The list comprised the following questions: 
 
• Are the proposed administrative structures for CBNRM in Malawi appropriate and 

adequate? 

                                                 
2 The group comprised Roza Fatchi (EAD), Sloans Chimatiro (Department of Fisheries), Humphrey Nzima 
(Department of National Parks and Wildlife), Sam Kainja (Department of Forestry), Carl Bruessow (MEET) 
and Andrew Watson (COMPASS). 
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• Can there be a standardized CBNRM benefit-sharing formula?  Is the principle of those 
that put in the most effort, reap the most benefits appropriate? 

• Who “owns” natural resources and who has the right to confer ownership and user rights? 
• Based on regional CBNRM experiences is a supportive political climate essential for 

success? 
• Are decentralization and the conferring of ownership and user rights to communities 

absolutely essential for success? 
• What opportunities and constraints will devolution of decision-making AND 

decentralization create for CBNRM? 
• Notwithstanding the need for a legislative and administrative framework for CBNRM, is 

Malawi ready for it? 
• Is there capacity (existing or potential) to provide the technical services to promote and 

support CBNRM in Malawi? 
• How do we and the natural resource users and “owners” determine if the resources are 

being used in a “sustainable” way? 
 
These questions helped guide the group discussions and were also discussed in the plenary 
session that started the second day.  Some questions were left unanswered for the time being 
but the full list was reviewed at the closing session on the third day of the conference 
providing all participants with an opportunity to voice their feelings and opinions. 
 
2.4 - Small group work 
 
Many of the questions were addressed in the deliberations of three sub-groups of workshop 
participants that tackled the following three topics: 
 
• Elaboration of the basic guiding principles for CBNRM in Malawi.  A background paper 

prepared by Andrew Watson (COMPASS) presenting an overview of community-based 
natural resource management in Africa was circulated to all participants prior to the 
meeting.  A copy is presented as Annex 7 of this report; 

• Guidelines for the provision of incentives for encouraging CBNRM in Malawi (see 
Annex 6 for the background paper); and 

• Institutional arrangements for improved coordination of CBNRM implementation 
activities (see Annex 2 for the background paper). 

 
The results of the deliberations of each of the working groups and refinements suggested by 
the plenary sessions of the workshop are summarized below. 
 
3 - Summary of recommendations 
 
3.1 - Guiding Principles 
 
1 - CBNRM producer communities should be the prime beneficiaries. 
 
2 - Communities should take the leading role in identifying, planning and implementing 
CBNRM activities and the roles and responsibilities of other participating stakeholders 
should be clearly defined. 
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3 - At the local level, CBNRM activities should be managed by democratically elected 
institutions or committees. 
 
4 - The community groups must develop clearly defined constitutions for the institutions or 
committees. 
 
5 - The natural resources being managed, the user groups and the resource boundaries must 
all be clearly defined. 
 
6 - To ensure sustainability, short and long-term benefits directly related to use of the 
resources should be tangible and obvious to the communities. 
 
7 - Arrangements for ownership of resources and the rights to use them should be clear. 
 
8 - CBNRM activities must be gender sensitive. 
 
9 - CBNRM programmes must promote equitable sharing of benefits and distribution of 
costs. 
 
10 - CBNRM service providers should be supportive of other community priorities and needs 
even if these differ from the service providers' mandate and agenda. 
 
It was agreed that these principles should be promoted by all organization promoting, 
supporting or implementing programmes, projects and activities that encourage community-
based management of natural resources in Malawi.  It was concluded that any body 
responsible for improving the coordination of implementation activities should be charged 
with ensuring that these principles are adhered to and promoted as widely as possible. 
 
3.2 - Incentives for encouraging CBNRM 
 
An incentive is defined as: something provided to an individual or group to encourage, in 
this case, better management of natural resources3. 
 
1 - Programmes that are demand-driven automatically generate incentives and, therefore, do 
not require external incentives. 
 
2 - Facilitating access to resources providing short-term benefits also acts as an incentive for 
adoption of longer-term NRM activities. 
 
3  - Involvement of communities in projects/programmes from the initial stages encourages 
belief in ownership and the need for incentives is reduced. 
 
4 - The principle of community members receiving incentives for services provided is 
accepted but funds for this must be generated by the community through benefits accruing 
from the services provided. 
 
5  - There is a need for standardization of allowances paid to service providers. 
 

                                                 
3 Through adoption of improved management practices. 
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6  - Incentives can be paid to service providers but must be performance-based. 
 
It was agreed that any specific recommendations must be developed in close consultation 
with the higher authorities and within a far broader forum.  Nevertheless, these fundamental 
principles should form the basis of any more detailed strategy4.   
 
3.3 - Institutional arrangements for improved coordination 
 
1 - Create a “Working Group” attached to Technical Committee for the Environment. 
 
2 - Membership to be based on institutional affiliation: Government, NGOs, private sector, 
communities/CBOs, and academia. 
 
3 - Government representation: Departments of Forestry, Fisheries, Parks & Wildlife, Water, 
Land Husbandry, Energy. 
 
4 - Other representation: CURE, Chamber of Commerce nominee, ARET, one traditional 
leader (Traditional Authority), one local government representative, Centre for Social 
Research, Malawi Environmental Endowment Trust, one representative of women’s groups. 
 
The mandate and responsibilities of the group remain to be defined but the workshop 
participants recommended the following: 
 
1 - Mandate: to assess impact of CBNRM. 
 
2 - Mandate: to develop strategic plan for CBNRM. 
 
3 - Mandate: to develop guidelines for monitoring CBNRM. 
 
4 - Terms of Reference of the Group and its Charter to be developed following government 
approval of the concept and structure. 
 
The meeting's recommendations were synthesized by the CBNRM Task Force and were 
presented to the National Council on the Environment in early December by the 
Environmental Affairs Department (Annex 8).  The presentation engendered considerable 
discussion among the Council's members.  The Council strongly supported the 
recommendation that a coordinating body be created but felt that it should be attached 
directly to the Council itself rather than the Technical Committee for the Environment as the 
workshop participants had suggested.  The NCE directed EAD and the Task Force to revise 
the recommendations of the workshop.  This revision was to include modifications to the 
Terms of Reference and proposed membership of the coordinating body.  Another 
presentation was made to the NCE at an extraordinary meeting of the Council in early March 
2000.  The revised recommendations were accepted by the Council and the first meeting of 
the CBNRM Working Group has been scheduled for March 24th 2000. 

 
                                                 
4 COMPASS has adopted the interim guidelines and arrangements pertaining to subsistence allowances for 
donor-funded workshops and seminars proposed by the Aid Coordination Group in collaboration with the 
Department of Human Resource Management and Development.  Wherever possible and appropriate, 
COMPASS extends these arrangements to all other types of field activities including seminars, field visits and 
exchanges and urges all COMPASS grantees to do the same. 
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The CBNRM Working Group will comprise 12  members comprising the Principle 
Secretaries of key Ministries, and representatives of NGOs, academia and the Malawi 
Environmental Endowment Trust.  The body will report directly to the NCE on all matters 
relating to policies that impinge on CBNRM and will also review the progress and impact of 
CBNRM activities annually.  The Committee will also have the authority to commission 
technical studies that will help track the impact of CBNRM initiatives in Malawi.  While the 
process of establishing the working procedures of the coordinating unit has not yet reached its 
conclusion, the process of bringing together all the interested parties and facilitating an open, 
constructive discussion on this matter is an important breakthrough for COMPASS.  The final 
details of the mandate and make-up of the coordinating body must rest with the institution 
that is legally charged with making such decisions: this is the NCE5.  COMPASS has done its 
part to ensure that as many players as possible have had a voice in the recommendations that 
have been presented to the decision-makers. 
 
4 - Conclusion 
 
The workshop provided an opportunity to air at least three burning issues relating to CBNRM 
and have a broad cross-section of interested parties participate in an open debate on these 
subjects: 
 
• Elaboration of guiding principles and approaches to ensure that these are adopted and 

adhered to by all parties; 
• Establishing some fundamental principles for ensuring that incentives for the adoption of 

CBNRM encourage participation and ensure sustainability in social and economic terms; 
and  

• Proposing a structure and basic procedures that will help ensure more effective 
collaboration among all parties in the implementation of CBNRM activities. 

 
It is hoped the workshop will lead to significant progress in all of these areas.  The adoption 
and application of the guiding principles will undoubtedly require the creation of a body that 
has the mandate to drive such initiatives.  The proposed CBNRM coordinating body is likely 
to command such authority and support if it is attached directly to the NCE as has been 
proposed in meeting subsequent to the workshop.  The adoption of an approach to providing 
incentives and allowances that can be in a way that is consistent, uniform and equitable will 
require considerably more discussion within a broader forum.  The implications reach far 
beyond the environmental sector and will require achieving consensus among donors, 
traditional authorities, government and the political establishment, NGOs and the private 
sector.  This will not be an easy task. 
 
Notwithstanding the real possibility of progress, it is striking that all these issues deal with 
policy and procedural issues at the national or centralized level.  Even more fundamental 
issues relating to the appropriateness of CBNRM for Malawian communities and their 
readiness and willingness to embrace the approach remain uncertain.  We must now ask the 
question: What is needed for effective implementation of CBNRM in Malawi? 
 
During the course of the workshop several themes surfaced repeatedly.  These  can be 
summarized as follows: 

                                                 
5 The NCE operates under the direction of the Minister of Natural Resources and Environmental Affairs and 
with the administrative support of the Environmental Affairs Department. 
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• Is there a will and desire for rural communities to adopt CBNRM practices?  If not, how 

can these qualities be instilled in a constructive manner? 
• While there appears to be a widespread awareness of environmental problems, there is 

also a need to build awareness of opportunities for better resource management.  Any 
strategy to accomplish this must incorporate better ways of capturing knowledge and 
capitalizing on existing skills. 

• While there is obvious enthusiasm for environmental protection and conservation in many 
rural communities, there are few innovative ideas for improved management of resources 
that can produce tangible benefits that accrue to members in a socially equitable manner.  
From where or from whom should such ideas emanate?  If from "experts" or "outsiders", 
will community support weaken because of a reduced feeling of ownership? 

• Clearly, there is a widespread need for additional resources.  These include the need for 
training in organizational skills and community mobilization as well as technical skills 
and the need for direct financial support for initiatives.  With regard to the financing of 
CBNRM activities: How can sustainability be ensured?  Currently a preponderance of the 
available funding goes towards allowances and other "incentives": How can this be 
changed so that more resources are available to implement projects with the potential to 
be self-sustaining? 

• In all of this, how can the needs, desires and knowledge of communities that are reliant on 
the natural resource base be integrated into planning and implementation of CBNRM? 

 
Many of these issues can only be addressed through changes in the fundamental approach to 
development in Malawi.  The pervasive "relief culture" that many donor organizations and 
public sector agencies encounter in many parts of the country, stifles efforts to build self-
sufficiency and self-esteem within rural communities.  Similarly, by focussing on the 
identification of problems that are hampering development, there is a danger that existing 
opportunities will be missed and communities will become ever more reliant on the 
intervention of outsiders to solve their problems. 
 
CBNRM represents an opportunity to break away from this approach to development since it 
requires the active support and participation of the beneficiaries.  COMPASS' role in 
promoting CBNRM in Malawi will focus largely on the following: 
 
• facilitating community participation by building awareness; 
 
• providing training that capitalizes on existing skills and opportunities; 
 
• delivering support services and resources to groups that are motivated and receptive; and  
 
• ensuring that experiences and lessons learned are shared with decision-makers and other 

potential beneficiaries of CBNRM. 
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Annex 1: List of Workshop Participants 
 

NAME DESIGNATION ORGANISATION MAILING ADDRESS TELEPHONE 
     
1.  Mr. Ben Mbewe Principal Secretary (PS) Environmental Affairs Private Bag 394 Lilongwe 782 424 
2.  Mr. Ralph Kabwaza Director Environmental Affairs Private Bag 394 Lilongwe 781 111/783 379 
3.  Ms.  Rosa Fatchi Senior Environmental Officer Environmental Affairs Private Bag 394 Lilongwe 781 111/783 379 
4.  Mr. S. Makwinja Principal Environmental 

Officer 
Environmental Affairs Private Bag 394 Lilongwe 781 111 783 379 

5.  Mr. J. L. Palani Micro Projects Coordinator Environmental Affairs Private Bag 394 Lilongwe 781 111 783 379 
6.  Ms.  Gladys Chimpokosera Administrative Officer Relief & Rehabilitation Private Bag 336, Lilongwe 784 188/784 894 
7.  Mr. S. Kainja Acting Deputy Director  Forestry Department P O Box 30048, Lilongwe 781 000/784 268 
8.  Mr. J. M. A. Chima Project Officer SHARED Project P O Box 30112, Lilongwe 831 190/915 492/783 

441 
9.  Mr. S. J. Thondoya Chief Estates' Management 

Officer 
City of Lilongwe P O Box 30396 783 144/780 885 

10. Ms. T. Msiska  Economist National Economic Council P O Box 30136, Lilongwe 782 300/782 244 
11. Mr. J. D. Balarin CTA DESPS   836 533 
12. Mr. S. Chimatiro Deputy Director of Fisheries Fisheries Department P O Box 593, Lilongwe 743 060/833 013 
13. Ms. Zoe Bell Volunteer Assistant MEET Private Bag 344, Blantyre 829 655 
14. Mr. J. A. G. Milner Research Fellow Centre for Social Research P O Box 278, Zomba 522 916/800/523 194 
15. Mr. Ted Sitimawina Deputy Chief Economist Ministry of Finance P O Box 30049, Lilongwe 782 199/782 265 
16. Ms. E. M. Mbalame Hydrologist Ministry of Water 

Development 
Private Bag 390, Lilongwe 780 344/783 215 

17. Mr. M. J. Ng`ona EDO Mzuzu City Assembly P O Box 1 Mzuzu 332 177 /446 
18. Mr. F. B. M. Msiska Economist Ministry of Agriculture P O Box 30134, Lilongwe 784 299/780 183 
19. Mr. E. Hachileka Ecosystems Programme 

Officer 
IUCN -ROSA P O Box 745, Harare 263 4 728 266/7 

20. Mr. R. I. Kawiya Director of Environmental Blantyre City Assembly Private Bag 67, Blantyre 671046/670417 
21. Mr. Tadeo Shaba Capacity Coordinator CURE P O Box 2916, Blantyre 645 757/645492 
22. Mr. Robert Kafakoma Executive Director CURE P O Box 2916, Blantyre 645 757/645492 
23. Mr. Humphrey Nzima Deputy Director  Department of National 

Parks 
P O Box 30131, Lilongwe 782 702/823 021 

24. Mr. M. A. Kamanga  Concern Universal P O Box 217, Dedza 220 297  
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25. Mr. C. Lumanga Projects Officer Implementation Unit - EU 
Micro Projects 

P O Box 30309, Lilongwe 3 740 521/740 548 

26. Mr. Carl Bruessow Coordinator MEET Private Bag 344, Blantyre 829 655 
27. Ms. Margaret O`Toole Project Manager CABUNGO P O Box 1535, Blantyre 636 295 
28. Mr. Jones A. Njala Programme Coordinator Mulanje Mountain 

Conservation Trust 
P O Box 139, Mulanje 465 282/465 241 

29. Dr. Munthali Director Agriculture Research 
Extension Trust (ARET) 

Private Bag 9 Lilongwe 722 266/417/720 668 

30. Mr. Daulos Mauambeta Executive Director Wildlife Society of Malawi P O Box 1429, Blantyre 643 502/643 428 
31. Mr. John Dickinson  PROSCARP P O Box 1481, Lilongwe 743 066/834 633 
32. Ms. Lizzie Ndhlovu Office Manager COMPASS P/Bag 263, Blantyre 622 800 
33. Mr. Ellimas C. Banda Bookkeeper/Accountant COMPASS P/Bag 263, Blantyre 622 800 
34. Mr. Anax Umphawi Deputy Chief of Party COMPASS P/Bag 263, Blantyre 622 800 
35. Mr. Mesheck Kapila Information Management 

Specialist 
COMPASS P/Bag 263, Blantyre 622 800 

36. Dr. Andrew Watson Chief of Party COMPASS P/Bag 263, Blantyre 622 800 
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1 - Background 
 
Over the past decade community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) has attracted 
the interest and support of donors, governments, NGOs and community organizations 
working in a variety of sectors in many parts of the world.  Whether the natural resources are 
forests, wildlife, fisheries or soil and water, an ever-increasing body of evidence suggests that 
sustainable use is most likely to be achieved when local communities are involved in 
developing and implementing management plans.  This is not to say that CBNRM is 
universally accepted as an appropriate approach to resource management or that such 
approaches are always successful.  As with many other innovative approaches to 
conservation and development, there have been many failures but there have also been some 
major successes.  In many countries, CBNRM has now been integrated into national policy6 
and practical implementation is well advanced. 
 
In Malawi, national policies that are supportive of community-based management of natural 
resources are gradually being developed notably the 1996 National Forest Policy and the 
1997 Forest Act7.  However, implementation of field programs has lagged and there is a 
danger that if this continues it will result in mounting frustration on the part of the potential 
beneficiaries of CBNRM. Currently, about a dozen international donor organizations and 
about two dozen local and international NGOs are involved in supporting CBNRM 
initiatives.  It is widely recognized that for CBNRM to be implemented expeditiously and 
effectively in Malawi, two immediate requirements must be met: first, the coordination 
among CBNRM promoters and practitioners must be improved; and, second, a national 
CBNRM policy or guidelines must be established. 
 
In 1997, USAID/Malawi helped initiate a process that was intended to lead to the creation of 
a Steering Committee to help coordinate all CBNRM activities in Malawi.  At a meeting on 
April 3rd 1997 in Lilongwe representatives of what was at that time the Ministry of Research 
and Environmental Affairs, the Ministry of Agriculture and USAID outlined their views on 
the goals of CBNRM, and on the mandate, structure and composition of the possible Steering 
Committee.  Despite this positive start, no further progress was made on the creation of a 
CBNRM coordinating body other than to form a sub-group of donor organizations that are 
involved in funding natural resource management activities in Malawi8.  This body meets 
every month. 
 
In addition to these informational and coordinating meetings, there are quarterly meetings of 
the donor and NGO community that are organized by CURE.  To date, the focus of these 
meetings has also been to disseminate information about natural resource management 
activities in Malawi and to promote collaboration among practitioners of CBNRM 
particularly between donors and NGOs. 
 
                                                 
6  For example, forest policy in the Philippines has put 500,000 ha of forestlands under community 
management.  In Kenya, Namibia, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe community-based wildlife management is 
one of the cornerstone of conservation activities. 
7 Malawi's National Environmental Action Plan (1995), the National Environmental Policy (1996) and National 
Environmental Management Act (1996) establish the groundwork for natural resource management policy and 
legislation.  Today, national policies on agriculture, parks and wildlife management and fisheries are awaiting 
cabinet approval while a comprehensive land policy awaits the completion of the work of the Policy Unit of the 
Department of Lands and Evaluation 
8 The NRM donor sub-group is made up of representatives from 13 donor organizations (or embassies) and 4 
donor-funded programs; the Director of Environmental Affairs also participates. 
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Several regular participants at the donor sub-group meetings and the CURE meetings have 
suggested that these forums already provide adequate coordination among CBNRM partners 
and, therefore, the creation of an additional coordinating body is unwarranted.  Others have 
argued that the mandate of a Steering Committee or similar body would be far broader than 
simply facilitating coordination among all the players in CBNRM.  Neither the participants at 
the meeting of the donor sub-group nor the broader NGO community that meets at the CURE 
quarterly meetings have a mandate to address issues of national CBNRM policy 
development.  Yet these groups (donors and NGOs) should certainly be involved in any such 
efforts.  Hence, there is an apparent need for improved coordination within and across these 
diverse groups if only to facilitate an open exchange of ideas and opinions regarding 
CBNRM policy development and policy reform in closely related sectors. 
 
The role of COMPASS9 in this dialog concerning improved coordination of CBNRM 
activities is simply as a facilitator.  COMPASS has the technical and financial resources to 
help build CBNRM administrative capacity but the program will end early in the year 2004.  
The primary goal of COMPASS is to ensure that Malawian institutions have been sufficiently 
strengthened by that date that they can take over the operational responsibilities of the 
COMPASS team. 
 
2 - Purpose and Approach  
 
The purpose of this brief study is to identify what changes, if any, are needed to improve the 
effectiveness of community-based natural resource management initiatives in Malawi.  The 
present goal is not to enumerate the specific types of changes that may be needed but, rather, 
to outline what institutional or procedural arrangements may be necessary to facilitate an 
open dialog among all concerned parties and, thereby, build consensus on what direction is 
appropriate.  
 
The approach we have adopted is first to carry out a quick assessment of the existing 
arrangements for coordinating CBNRM initiatives; second, to identify several possible 
alternatives; and, third, to propose some viable options that we hope will generate discussion 
leading to consensus on the roles and mandate, structure and functions of a CBNRM 
coordinating body in Malawi.  To accomplish this, Andrew Watson the COMPASS Chief of 
Party met with key members of the donor and NGO communities and with government 
representatives who are actively involved in CBNRM in Malawi10.  Their opinions where 
solicited and various options and alternatives for improved coordination of CBNRM 
activities were discussed.  The opinions and recommendations presented here represent a 
synthesis of these discussions that are presented objectively and, it is hoped, in as neutral and 
impartial a manner as possible. 
 
3 - Assessment of the current institutional arrangements 
 

                                                 
9 COMPASS (Community Partnerships for Sustainable Resource Management in Malawi) is a USAID-funded 
program that focuses on building administrative capacity, improving information exchange, increasing 
community awareness and facilitating grassroots policy advocacy. 
10 The following individuals were contacted: Mr. Ralph Kabwaza (Director of Environmental Affairs, 
MOFFEA), Mr. Leonard Sefu (Director of National Parks, Ministry of National Parks, Ministry of Tourism, 
Parks and Wildlife), Mr. Robert Kafakoma (Director of CURE), Mr. Daulos Mauambeta (Director of the 
Wildlife Society of Malawi); Ms. Etta M'mangisa (UNDP), Mr. Steven Machira (USAID), Dr. Harry Potter 
(DfID), Ms. Kim Jenkins (US Peace Corps) and Mr. Jacob Palani (EAD/Micro-projects). 
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The Environmental Management Act (1996) clearly specifies which individuals and 
organizations are responsible for all aspects of natural resource management in Malawi.  The 
Act is unequivocal in stating that: 
 

It shall be the duty of every person to take all necessary and appropriate 
measures…to conserve natural resources and promote sustainable utilization of 
natural resources…. 
 

The Minister of Forestry, Fisheries and Environmental Affairs is mandated by the Act to: 
 

…formulate and implement policies for… the conservation and sustainable utilization 
of natural resources; [to] co-ordinate and monitor all activities concerning…the 
conservation and sustainable utilization of natural resources; [and to] prepare plans 
and develop strategies for… the conservation and sustainable utilization of natural 
resources, and facilitate the co-operation between the Government, local authorities, 
private sector and the public in… the conservation and sustainable utilization of 
natural resources. 

 
It is one of the functions of the National Council for the Environment (NCE) to advise the 
Minister on all matters and issues affecting natural resource use and to: 
 

…recommend to the Minister measures necessary for the harmonization of activities, 
plans and policies of lead agencies and non-governmental organizations concerned 
with…the conservation and sustainable utilization of natural resources. 

 
The NCE's membership11 comprises the Permanent Secretaries of 20 Ministries, the General 
Managers of the Bureau of Standards and the National Herbarium, a representative of the 
National Commission for Women in Development, a representative of the University of 
Malawi, a representative of the industrial sector and one NGO representative12.   It is striking 
that not only is there an overwhelming dominance of the public sector but that parties whose 
interests lie in the natural resource sector are markedly underrepresented.  So, despite the 
Environmental Management Act's significant emphasis on conservation and sustainable 
utilization of natural resources, only three members of the 28-person NCE can be said to have 
strong, direct interest in sustainable management of Malawi's natural resources13. 
 
Today in Malawi de facto coordination of CBNRM activities is being undertaken through 
essentially informal mechanisms such as the monthly meeting of the donor sub-group that 
deals with natural resource management issues and the quarterly meetings of NGOs and other 
interested parties that are organized by CURE.  These forums are extremely valuable for 
disseminating information about current or proposed activities.  This notwithstanding, there is 
no formal link to the bodies that are legally mandated to coordinate activities and develop 
policy (namely the Minister and NCE) other than through the presence of the Director of 
Environmental Affairs (DEA) who is the Secretary to the NCE and sits on the donor sub-
group and is invited to the CURE quarterly meeting. 
 
                                                 
11 The President appoints the Chairman of the NCE; the Director of Environmental Affairs is the Secretary to the 
Council. 
12 The General Manager of Plan International represents the NGO community. 
13 Only the Secretaries for Natural Resources and Environmental Affairs, for Agriculture and Irrigation and for 
Water Development can be said to provide direct representation of the natural resource "sector". 
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In effect, though the existing arrangements for coordination among CBNRM promoters and 
practitioners through the regular exchange of information are extremely valuable, they do not 
adequately integrate policy makers.  Conversely, advocates of improved natural resource 
management are woefully underrepresented in policy arena.  It is critical that any 
arrangements for more efficient coordination among key players must address these 
shortcomings. 
 
4 - Alternative institutional arrangements 
 
In the foregoing paragraphs we have endeavored to show that the existing institutional 
arrangements for coordination of CBNRM activities fall short of what is needed to provide a 
well integrated structure that is capable of dealing with all aspects ranging from 
implementation of field activities to national policy reform.  The option of continuing 
"business as usual" is not a viable alternative. 
 
The attempt in 1997 to create a National Steering Committee to provide direction to CBNRM 
efforts and coordinate the activities of a wide range of players was appropriate at that time 
since Malawi was just beginning its experiment with this new approach to natural resource 
management.  Many players in the donor and NGO communities were embarking on 
innovative programmes that would require the support and collaboration of partner 
organizations if they were to be successful.  These were the early days when the potential for 
co-management of resources and the likely impact of administrative decentralization were 
unknown.  Undoubtedly, the benefits of cooperation and collaboration remain but today many 
strong relationships between donors and government, between NGOs and Communities have 
been forged and, arguably, the need for a centralized management body has diminished. 
 
As outlined in April 1997, the CBNRM coordinating body's suggested mandate included the 
following: 
 
♦ To develop a workplan of action for implementation of CBNRM activities; 
♦ To direct the course of events and set priority areas for CBNRM; and  
♦ To identify funding mechanisms for implementation of CBNRM activities. 
 
Such roles and responsibilities are in keeping with the mandate of a Steering Committee for a 
programme being implemented on a national scale.  The question that we must ask is whether 
the CBNRM programme being implemented in Malawi on the threshold of a new millennium 
would benefit from a strong, controlling influence.  The predominant opinion among the 
individuals that were polled is that a body with such a mandate is no longer either appropriate 
or necessary because a significant degree of coordination and collaboration is already being 
achieved through the donor sub-group and quarterly meetings of CURE.  Nevertheless, there 
are other important functions that these forums cannot perform owing to their limited 
membership and mandate.  These include: 
 
♦ Ensuring that CBNRM is taken into account in new legislation and policy reform; 
♦ Developing guidelines for benefit sharing within communities; 
♦ Building consensus and ensuring compatibility in the approaches and methodologies 

adopted for implementing CBNRM activities; 
♦ Monitoring and assessing the impact of CBNRM; and 
♦ Ensuring equity in the geographical and socio-economic scope of CBNRM interventions. 
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The question that we will address here is whether a body such as a Steering Committee 
should be created to tackle these matters or whether some other organizational arrangement 
would be more appropriate. 
 
There is currently a profusion of Steering Committees dealing with various environmental 
programmes and projects in Malawi14.  Some of these committees operate well while others 
have encountered problems due to poor attendance of members or because the mandate and 
functions of the body are unclear.  In very broad terms, committees that have between about 
eight and twelve members meeting three or four times a year appear to have been most 
successful15.  Clear and concise terms of reference and a membership that comprises the same 
individuals from meeting to meeting are prerequisites for success.  While most committee 
members represent institutions rather than being nominated as individuals, it is widely 
acknowledged that each organization should specify which individual will be its 
representative on a committee rather than rotating its representative. 
 
Another important consideration is the type of individuals who are nominated or co-opted to 
sit on the committees.  In some cases, when the committee is mandated to address policy and 
management issues, senior decision-makers are appropriate - though often it is difficult to 
schedule meetings to ensure that most of these individuals can attend.   In other cases, if 
technical matters and implementation issues are to be addressed, technicians and mid-level 
managers are more appropriate committee members.  In the case of coordination of CBNRM 
in Malawi, a strong case can be made for both these options.   
 
Recently in Malawi, there has been a move away from the more traditional structure and 
mandate of the Steering Committee.  With the development of national policies that address 
different sectors of the environment, a programmatic rather than project-based approach to 
planning is more appropriate.  A result of this is that bodies that help define broad policy 
directions are more valuable than managerial committees that assist in planning and steering 
an agenda over a relatively short period of time.  The National Agroforestry Steering 
Committee, for example, appears currently to be at a point of transition where its role is being 
supplanted by the need for more policy direction for the various programmes than 
management oversight.  An important lesson here is that any committee or other body must 
be required to reassess its own role and worth periodically and, if warranted, dissolve itself. 
 
5 - A proposal for institutional arrangements for improved coordination of CBNRM  
 
In view of the involvement of diverse organizations and interest groups in CBNRM issues in 
Malawi it is essential to have broad participation in the dialog on policy matters and 
implementation issues.  The fundamental importance of sustainable natural resource 
management in Malawian law and its necessity for the wellbeing of most Malawians warrants 
creation of a structure that will allow citizens and grassroots organizations a voice in shaping 
national policy.  While we are reluctant to encourage further profusion of committees and 
meetings, we feel that the formation of two new bodies closely affiliated with two existing 
entities is justified. 

                                                 
14 The Malawi Environmental Management Project and the World Bank-funded Micro-Projects have Steering 
Committees, as do the National Agroforestry Programme, the European Union's Social Forestry Programme and 
USAID's NATURE Programme.  There are also Steering Committees involved in overseeing implementation of 
the international conventions on Desertification, Biodiversity and wetlands (the Ramsar Convention). 
15 This is not to say that some larger bodies operate less efficiently.  Both the NRM donor sub-group and the 
NCE have enjoyed high attendance rates despite having more than 20 members. 
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The first of these should be a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) that meets in conjunction 
with the quarterly meeting of NGOs and other CBNRM practitioners.  The Group should 
present the results and recommendations of its deliberations on technical issues to the 
participants at the CURE forum.  It should also act as a voice for the forum to present 
recommendations to the second CBNRM coordinating body. 
 
This second body should be a sub-group of the National Council for the Environment that 
meets to discuss CBNRM policy issues.  The group should present the results and 
recommendations of its deliberations on policy issues to the National Council thereby 
facilitating policy reform by putting important issues before the body that is mandated by law 
to address such matters. 
 
5.1 - Roles and responsibilities of the two bodies: both the Technical Advisory Group and 
the NCE sub-group should have clear and succinct terms of reference and a charter that spells 
out each body's mandate, structure, functions and operating procedures. 
 
The mandate of the TAG should focus on the following: 
 
♦ Ensuring that CBNRM programmes and activities are supported by scientifically rigorous 

monitoring of performance and impact; 
♦ Ensuring that a broad representation of natural resource user groups participate in 

discussions of CBNRM policies, methodologies and approaches; and  
♦ Helping establish guidelines for benefit sharing that are both equitable and practical. 
 
The mandate of the NCE sub-group should include the following: 
 
♦ Developing a national policy for CBNRM and ensuring that this is taken into account 

when other sectoral policies are elaborated or reformed; 
♦ Developing a strategic plan for CBNRM; 
♦ Establishing procedures for coordination of CBNRM activities; and 
♦ Undertaking an annual assessment of the impact of CBNRM in Malawi and, if warranted, 

recommending appropriate policy adjustments to the NCE. 
 
5.2 - Composition and structure of the two bodies: both groups should be made up of a 
manageable number of members representing as broad a range of interested parties as 
possible. 
 
It is suggested that the TAG be made up of 10 members.  Two representing NGOs 
(nominated by the NGOs attending the CURE quarterly meeting; two representing the donor 
community (nominated by the donor sub-group); two representing the Government 
(nominated by the NCE or the Minister of Natural Resources and Environmental Affairs); 
two representing the private sector (nominated by the Malawi Chamber of Commerce); and 
two representing research organizations or specific CBNRM projects or programmes. 
 
The CBNRM sub-group of the NCE should be made up of four key members of the NCE: the 
Secretary for Natural Resources and Environmental Affairs or his representative; the 
Secretary for Agriculture and Irrigation or his representative; the Secretary for Water 
Development or his representative; and the representative of the National Commission for 
Women in Development.  An additional six members should be co-opted to represent each of 
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the following groups: NGOs, donors, the private sector, research organizations, the chiefs and 
the regional authorities.  The same bodies that nominated the representatives on the TAG 
should nominate these additional members.  If appropriate, members of the TAG should be 
eligible to sit on the NCE sub-group representing the same interest groups. 
 
5.3 - Functional arrangements: the meetings of these two CBNRM coordinating bodies 
should be synchronized with the quarterly meetings of CURE and the NCE.  The TAG should 
report to the CURE forum; and the sub-group should report to the NCE.  Ideally, the sessions 
of the TAG and NCE sub-group should be organized at the same venue, immediately before 
or the day before the corresponding meeting of the parent body16.  It is felt that such an 
arrangement would not only improve the exchange of information between the two groups 
and their respective parent bodies but would also reduce the demands placed on the time of 
the group members and on financial resources. 
 
An important task for both groups will be to assess periodically whether their mandate and 
functions remain pertinent to the objectives of promoting CBNRM in Malawi.  The 
Environmental Management Act [section 23 (2)] states that: 
 

No person shall implement a development activity or project in any district otherwise 
than in accordance with the district environmental action plan for the district in 
question. 
 

In effect, the task of coordinating CBNRM policies, strategies and activities in Malawi will 
eventually fall to a body that will require strong representation of the district authorities.  It is 
possible that both the TAG and NCE sub-group as envisaged in this document will have to be 
replaced or significantly modified in order to meet this requirement.  For this reason, the 
charter for each group should include a "sunset clause" that allows for the dissolution of the 
group once its stated objectives have been accomplished.  Notwithstanding the possible 
temporary nature of the two groups, there is an immediate and pressing need for improved 
CBNRM administrative capacity in Malawi and it is felt that the creation of bodies a long the 
lines of the TAG and NCE sub-group described here is of paramount importance. 
 
6 - Next Steps 
 
There are at least five important issues that will have to be addressed before any action can be 
taken to create a CBNRM coordinating body (or bodies) and organize their first formal 
meetings. 
 
6.1 - Who will be responsible for deciding what alternatives are appropriate?  The 
Environmental Affairs Department has made a provisional offer to organize a workshop or 
forum at which these recommendations will be discussed.  The goal of this meeting will be to 
reach consensus among as broad a constituency as possible on which option and format is 
most appropriate. 
 
6.2 - Who will be responsible for advocating for the selected option?  Since the Director 
of Environmental Affairs is the Secretary of the NCE and is responsible for reporting the 

                                                 
16 It is acknowledged that the quarterly forum organized by CURE is not a formal organizational entity.  This 
notwithstanding, the TAG should be required to present a brief report on its deliberations to the participants at 
the meeting.  
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Council on the status of natural resources and furnishing the council with information17, he 
should convey the findings and recommendations of the aforementioned forum to the NCE. 
 
6.3 - Who will provide the Secretariat?  This is an extremely important consideration that 
will require further detailed discussion among key partners.  It is possible that COMPASS 
could provide the services of a Secretariat on an interim basis but, in the interests of 
sustainability, it will be essential to identify another institution that is willing and able to 
perform this function 
 
6.4 - How will financing be assured?  The costs associated with organizing the quarterly 
meetings of the TAG and the NCE sub-group and the financing of the operations of the 
Secretariat cannot be ignored.  The failure of several Steering Committees in the recent past 
has been attributed to lack of financial resources.  It is anticipated that donor funding will be 
essential at the outset and it is hoped that the donors that currently fund CBNRM capacity 
building activities will be willing to contribute additional sums to cover the costs of the 
supplementary meetings.  It should be noted, however, that by piggybacking the meetings of 
the TAG and NCE sub-group with the regularly scheduled meetings of the parent bodies, 
additional costs associated with travel and accommodation would be minimized.  The costs 
associated with running of the Secretariat can be borne by COMPASS but in the medium to 
long-term alternative sustainable financing mechanisms will have to be identified and 
secured. 
 
6.5 - Who will be responsible for developing the Terms of Reference and the Charters?  
Once again, providing assistance to accomplish this task is within the mandate of 
COMPASS.  Financial resources for providing technical assistance and some logistical 
support are available. 
 

                                                 
17 Environmental Management Act [section 9 (2) (c)]. 



 
 

20 
 

 

 



 
 

21 
 

 

 

Annex 3 
 
 
 

Community-based Natural Resources management in Forestry Sector 
 
 

S. Kainja - Department of Forestry 



 
 

22 
 

 

 



 
 

23 
 

 

 



 
 

24 
 

 

 



 
 

25 
 

 

 



 
 

26 
 

 

 



 
 

27 
 

 

 

Annex 4 
 
 
 

Community-based Natural Resources Management: A Case of Participatory Fisheries 
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Friday Njaya & Sloans Chimatiro - Fisheries Department 



 
 

28 
 

 

 



 
 

29 
 

 

 



 
 

30 
 

 

 



 
 

31 
 

 

 



 
 

32 
 

 

 



 
 

33 
 

 

 



 
 

34 
 

 

 



 
 

35 
 

 

 



 
 

36 
 

 

 



 
 

37 
 

 

 



 
 

38 
 

 

 



 
 

39 
 

 

 



 
 

40 
 

 

 



 
 

41 
 

 

 



 
 

42 
 

 

 



 
 

43 
 

 

 



 
 

44 
 

 

 



 
 

45 
 

 

 



 
 

46 
 

 

 



 
 

47 
 

 

 

Annex 5 
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An Overview of Community-based Natural Resource Management in Africa 
 
This background paper is based on a document prepared in 1998 as part of a summary 
report on the USAID-funded Conservation of Biodiverse Resource Areas (COBRA) Project 
in Kenya.  Both the present paper and the COBRA summary were written by Andrew 
Watson who is currently Chief of Party of the USAID-funded COMPASS activity in 
Malawi. 
 
The purpose of this document is to stimulate discussion about the potential for successful 
community-based management of natural resources in Malawi.  It is clear from the 
experiences elsewhere in the broader region that the success of different programs and 
policies hinges on fundamental issues such as availability of resources and access to them, 
enabling policies and legislation and provision of technical expertise.  In addition, however, 
there appears to be no single model for CBNRM that is universally applicable since the 
cultural and socio-economic conditions differ from country to country, as does the nature of 
the resource base.  It is evident that the evolving CBNRM framework for Malawi cannot be 
a clone of a model from another country.  This notwithstanding much can be learned from 
the success and failures of others since they help identify the strengths and weaknesses of 
the various approaches that have been tried and tested. 

 
1 – Why attempt community-based management of natural resources?   
 
Community-based management of wildlife populations and other natural resources such as 
woodlands and fisheries is nothing new in Sub-Saharan Africa.  Many rural communities 
have practiced the sustainable use of renewable natural resources since prehistoric time.  
During the course of the 20th Century, however, increases in human population have placed 
increasing demand on these resources and, in many regions, over-exploitation has led to 
severe depletion and, in some cases, extirpation of certain species of wildlife. It has been 
estimated that about 65% of Africa’s natural habitats have been lost as a result of 
agricultural expansion and deforestation (Kiss, 1990).  While many countries have set aside 
significant areas of land for national parks and other conservation units, it is clear that often 
these are inadequately maintained.  Moreover, the migratory habits of many large 
herbivores in Africa require geographically broader approaches to conservation.  The dual 
threats of poaching and loss of critical habitat have threatened the ecological viability of 
many protected area systems in Africa. 
 
From the economic viewpoint of rural communities, wildlife conservation has a different 
connotation.  With the widespread banning of hunting for meat, skins, ivory and rhino 
horn, and severe penalties for poaching wild animals, wildlife has lost virtually all of its 
economic value to these people.  Moreover, the creation of many protected areas 
represented a significant opportunity cost as the surrounding communities were also barred 
from harvesting wood and other products (grass for thatching, wild food, and traditional 
medicines).  When the cost of crop damage caused by wild animals, the higher incidence of 
disease and depredation on stock, and the threat of attack on humans, are taken into 
account, many communities have regarding wild animals as a hindrance to economic 
development and a threat to their families. 
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In the 1980s it became clear to many conservation groups and international donor 
organizations that successful conservation strategies in Africa (and elsewhere) would 
require active participation of communities neighboring key protected areas.  Moreover, for 
community participation to succeed, the groups would have to realize tangible economic 
benefits in order to convince them of the benefits accruing from conservation.  The basic 
tenets of community-based natural resource management were spelled out in the 
International Union for the Conservation of Nature World Conservation Strategy (IUCN, 
1980).  Since then international donors and conservation groups, and many government 
institutions and NGOs have built up a wealth of information and knowledge about different 
approaches that have been tested through numerous initiatives around the world.  Many 
case studies, tool kits, guidelines and lessons learned have been published over the past few 
years: see, for example, Kiss (1990); Biodiversity Support Program (1993); Brown and 
McGann (1996); Byers (1996); Lutz and Caldecott (1996); Borrini-Feyerabend (1997); 
Russell and Harshbarger (1998). 
 
Here, we will review some of the community-based wildlife management initiatives that 
have been implemented over the past ten years or so in Sub-Saharan Africa.  Many of these 
efforts are now coordinated through the Southern African Development Community’s 
Coordinating Unit for natural resource management based in Lilongwe, Malawi.  However, 
there has also been much of great relevance that has been accomplished beyond the 14-
member SADC region – notably in Kenya.  This is not presently part of the knowledge 
base that has been compiled for southern Africa.  The purpose of this overview is to 
examine the main characteristics of the different community-based wildlife management 
programs that have been initiated in Africa.  The goal is to identify broad similarities and 
differences in the hope that the lessons learned from specific success and failures may be 
extrapolated to other countries where either the approach is less advanced or where 
difficulties have been encountered that threaten to derail the process.  The following table 
provides general information on the relationship of population density to protected areas 
and animal populations in the countries discussed here. 
 
 
Parameter Botswana Kenya Malawi Namibia South 

Africa 
Zambia Zimbabwe 

Land area 
(km2) 

600,000 582,640 90,000 825,000 1,222,00
0 

752,000 390,000 

Population 
density 

2.2 40 122 1.9 33 1.1 29 

People/ 
Cow 

< 1 N/A 11 0.8 3.5 2.8 1.7 

People/ 
Elephant 

19 911 5,000 250 5,000 200 142 

Protected 
areas km2 

225,000 44,359 20,000 110,000 72,000 219,000 50,000 

People/ 
protected 
area km2 

6 534 550 14 555 36 220 
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The intention here is not to undertake an evaluation of the individual programs or, indeed, 
to assess whether the principles of community-based wildlife management are appropriate 
or viable for conservation of biodiversity in Sub-Saharan African.  Evaluations of most of 
the programs have been completed or are in progress and the broader issues are beyond the 
scope of this brief review. 
 
2 – CBNRM Programs in East and Southern Africa 
 
Community-based natural resource management has been institutionalized in at least ten 
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa including Botswana, Kenya, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe.  Other countries are in 
the process of developing the legislative, institutional and procedural frameworks required 
to formalize these types of approaches.  As SADC’s efforts in this area increase through the 
support of bilateral and multilateral donors, Mozambique, Angola, Congo and others are 
likely to expand their current initiatives.  The following figure summarizes the evolution of 
community-based natural resource management initiatives in the countries of the Southern 
African Development Community. 
 
Here we will briefly describe the main characteristics of the largest programs. 
 
• Zimbabwe: Community Area Management Program for Indigenous Resources 

(CAMPFIRE) 
 
The CAMPFIRE project has been widely regarded as one of the most successful models for 
community-based wildlife management in Africa.  It is certain one of the earliest examples 
of institutionalization of the approach in the region.  It has also attracted considerable 
attention internationally.  This high profile has at times helped in gaining support for the 
program, at other times it has been a hindrance. 
 
CAMPFIRE was officially launched in 1989 though it is founded on legislation dating from 
1975 that allows private property holders to claim ownership of wildlife on their land and to 
benefit from its use.  A precursor, the Windfall Project, differed significantly in that it 
provided revenues and meat from the culling of animals on state land and reserves to 
neighboring communities (Murindagomo, 1990).  In contrast, CAMPFIRE was not 
intended to support the creation and maintenance buffer zones around such protected areas.  
Rather, its purpose was to encourage rural development through empowerment of rural 
communities.  However, the inhabitants of rural communities, unlike private landowners, 
have only very weak property rights and the smaller villages and wards have only limited 
authority over their resources (Child, 1996).   In this respect, the situation resembles that in 
Madagascar (GELOSE) where efforts are underway to implement legislation enabling 
community-based natural resource management.   
 
Through the CAMPFIRE process a rural community’s elected representative body (the 
Rural District Council) requests that the government’s wildlife department grants them legal 
authority to manage local wildlife resources.  In doing this, the community must 
demonstrate that it has the capacity to undertake this management.  Rural communities have 
developed a wide range of projects.  Most commonly, the communities sell hunting 
concessions to tour operators having established quotas and other rules in consultation with 
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the wildlife department.  Other projects are based on selling photography concessions or on 
the villager’s own use of wildlife and other natural resources.  In a recent case, a 
community sold the timber from a eucalyptus plantation that had been managed by the 
village for more than 20 years. 
 
Revenue from the CAMPFIRE projects go directly to the rural households though the rural 
councils have the right to impose a levy.  Profits can be used to fund other communal 
projects.  Since 1992, there has been an increasing fear that the success of CAMPFIRE will 
be compromised if the rural councils are not adequately financed to fulfill their expanded 
mandate (Child, 1996).  By 1996, ten of the rural councils where at a point were about 
75% of the wildlife revenues reached the producer communities. 
 
Implementation of the CAMPFIRE program is facilitate by a collaborative group of 
institutions that is comprised of the CAMPFIRE Association representing the Rural District 
Councils (coordination), the Ministry of Local Government, Rural and Urban Development 
(administration), the Department of National Parks and Wildlife Management (technical 
support), Zimbabwe Trust (training and capacity building), WWF (advisory support), the 
Africa Resources Trust (policy monitoring), the Centre for Applied Social Sciences 
(socioeconomic monitoring) and Action (environmental education).   
  
• Zambia: Administrative Management Design (ADMADE) 
 
Zambia’s Department of National Parks and Wildlife Services (NPWS) operates the 
ADMADE program.   An act of Parliament established ADMADE as the official 
instrument for promoting and enforcing wildlife conservation outside the national parks.  In 
effect, the program is far more closely linked with an individual institution than 
CAMPFIRE in Zimbabwe.   Its purpose is to promote community-based conservation of 
wildlife in Zambia’s 40 or so Game Management Areas (GMAs).  These cover more than 
100,000 km2 (about 20% of the total area of the country).  
 
The program was originally conceived in the early 1980s when the merits of two different 
approaches to wildlife conservation in Zambia where being publicly discussed.  One 
approach involved the creation of a new management entity outside the prevailing 
government structure, the other involved modifying and strengthening existing institutions. 
Both approaches were adopted: the former through the Luangwa Integrated Rural 
Development Project (LIRDP) that operates in the South Luangwa National Park and two 
GMAs with funding provided by Norwegian Aid (NORAD); and the latter through 
ADMADE, which receives minimal donor funding mainly from USAID.  ADMADE has 
gone through a development phase that lasted from 1989 to 1994 and a subsequent 
strengthening phase from 1995 to 1998. 
 
Revenues comprise fees from hunting licenses (that are shared equally between the 
government and the Wildlife Conservation Revolving Fund) and concession fees paid by 
safari operators that are all credited to the WCRF.  WCRF revenues are intended to be used 
for ADMADE administration (25%); field operations of Wildlife Management Units 
(40%); and community development (35%).  In practice, regional administrative costs of 
the WMUs reduce the amount available for field units to about 25% of the total WCRF 
revenues. 
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ADMADE is headquartered at NPWS and extends to 12 regional commands. The 
headquarters unit also houses the WCRF.  Since ADMADE is a program rather than an 
institution, most NPWS staff plays a role in its implementation.  At the field level, each 
GMA (or each chief’s area within a GMA) is under the responsibility of an ADMADE Unit 
comprising NPWS scouts and village scouts.  Paralleling each Unit there is a Sub-Authority 
comprising an elected body chaired by the traditional chief made up of a Financial 
Management Committee, a Community Development Committee, and a Resource 
Management Committee.  Up to 12 members of each of these committees are 
representatives of Village Area Groups, each of which has a committee made up of 
representatives of stakeholder groups or other elected members.  A senior village headman, 
who is also an appointed member of each Sub-Authority’s Community Development 
Committee, leads each VAG. 
 
A key component of the ADMADE Program is the Nyamaluma Training Institute that 
provides training to all local players and monitors all activities. 
 
• Namibia:  Living in a Finite Environment (LIFE) and other CBNRM initiatives 
 
Unlike CAMPFIRE and ADMADE that were originally conceived and launched in the 
1980s, USAID’s LIFE program and other CBNRM initiatives in Namibia are founded on 
the 1996 enactment of legislation that empowered rural communities to manage and derive 
benefits from their natural resources (the Nature Conservation Amendment Act).  Being a 
new initiative, it is difficult to assess the impact of the activities that have been promoted 
through the enactment of the Nature Conservation Ordinance (though this dates from 1975).  
In November 1997, the Nyae Nyae Community Conservancy became the first to receive 
full government approval. 
 
Through donor support, community members have been trained in participatory techniques 
and improved natural resource management strategies.  Community institutions such as 
conservancy committees have been created, and the communities have fielded game guards 
and resource monitors.  An immediate impact has been an apparent decline in poaching of 
all animal species including elephant.   
 
Unlike in Zimbabwe and Zambia, revenues generated through the LIFE program do not 
come from hunting – though some consumptive use of natural resources is promoted.  The 
draft Conservation of Biodiversity and Habitat Protection Policy (1994) and Parks and 
People Policy (1997) will allow communities located in protected areas to benefit from the 
sustainable use of wildlife.  In addition to crafts production and tourism-based enterprises, 
USAID assisted programs in Namibia have also involved harvesting and sale of thatching 
grass and reeds by local communities. 
 
Though overall successes to date have been modest, the LIFE program has attracted 
considerable interest in Sub-Saharan Africa through its approach to addressing gender 
issues and performance monitoring.  The program has a rigorous M&E system that uses six 
tools to measure overall progress and impact.  At this time CBNRM is not being 
implemented through a national, institutionalized program in Namibia though it does have a 
solid legal foundation.  This contrasts sharply with CAMPFIRE, which is well established 
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institutionally but is not thoroughly grounded in Zimbabwean law since the authority to use 
wildlife resources is delegated to District Councils purely at the government’s discretion 
(Katerere, 1997).  Another marked contrast between Namibia’s CBNRM efforts and those 
of Zimbabwe and Zambia is the degree of involvement of NGOs.  At present, both 
CAMPFIRE and ADMADE are being implemented largely by government agencies though 
existing organizational structures.  While NGOs are involved at various levels, their 
involvement in community level activities is less significant than with the LIFE program in 
Namibia. 
 
• Kenya: Conservation of Biodiverse Resources Areas (COBRA) 
 
The COBRA Project was initiated in 1992 as part of USAID/Kenya’s support for the multi-
donor PAWS Program.  It has focused on building support and institutional capacity for 
community-based wildlife management initiatives implemented under the auspices of the 
Kenya Wildlife Services (KWS).  In this respect, it has certain similarities with ADMADE 
in Zambia but Kenyan law precludes the possibility of consumptive use of wildlife.  In 
effect, benefits are generated mainly through tourism and not from hunting. 
 
Kenya’s Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Act of 1975 and its 1989 amendment 
provide the legal foundation for community-based wildlife management in the country.  
Current discussions on revising this legislation have centered on broadening the possibility 
of consumptive use of wildlife – particularly through hunting.  Despite the severe 
limitations on consumptive use, Kenya has developed an effective CBNRM program.  With 
the support of COBRA, KWS’s Partnership Department has developed a systematic process 
for identifying priority conservation areas lying beyond the protected area system and 
mobilizing local communities to develop wildlife management strategies.  Communities can 
apply for grants from a Wildlife and Development Fund (WDF) that is capitalized using a 
portion of national park gate receipts as well as additional funds from USAID, the World 
Bank, and the Government of Kenya.  This fund provides tangible benefits to those 
communities participating in wildlife conservation and supports efforts to developed 
enterprises such as tourist camps, cultural centers, and other natural resource-based 
business ventures.  The COBRA project has been instrumental in helping several 
community groups and conservation associations achieve legal recognition – a step that has 
proven essential in developing formal agreements with business partners (see box). 
 
Wildlife management in Kenya rests squarely on the shoulders of KWS, an organization 
that has enjoyed considerable donor support since it was created in 1989.  Decentralization 
of CBNRM activities has been accomplished largely through this parastatal institution – 
neither local authorities nor other government organizations have been significantly 
involved in this process (as they have in Zimbabwe).  Nor has there been a major 
involvement of NGOs in CBNRM activities in Kenya though conservation organizations did 
play an important role in promoting community-based programs in the late 1980s.  Some of 
the most successful examples of community-based wildlife management have involved 
collaboration community or conservation associations and the private sector. 
 
• Botswana: Natural Resources Management Program (NRMP) 
 



 
  

Initiated in the early 1990’s, the USAID funded Botswana Natural Resource Management 
Project is closely affiliated with the Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP). 
 
Unlike in Zambia, however, institutionalization of Botswana’s CBNRM program is still in 
its early days.  USAID is working with the DWNP to demonstrate the feasibility of creating 
economic incentives to manage wildlife sustainably, by decentralizing the authority to 
manage natural resources, and ensuring that the economic benefits accrue to local people 
(Curry, 1994; Painter, 1995). 
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The Golini-Mwaluganje Community Elephant Sanctuary1 

uganje area is a corridor between the Shimba Hills National Reserve (and adjacent 
 Reserves) and the Mwaluganje Forest.  On the one hand, the elephants represent a 
sity in the area through their destruction of habitat; they also destroy property and 
ers living in the area. On the other hand, elephants are a major tourist attraction and the 
rve is close to the main coastal tourist resorts of Kenya. 

ife Service  was convinced that more needed to be done to address the human-elephant 
 allow freer movement of elephants through the area.  One of the major challenges 
orts was the great diversity of stakeholders: three distinct groups of landowners, 
nt agencies and a number of NGOs were involved.  The early involvement of the 
nterprise Development Specialist helped facilitate the process.  The Eden Wildlife 

ook the first steps by funding the construction of a four-kilometer long electric fence to 
 from entering agricultural areas.  In 1993, after a series of lengthy and sometimes 
ings, the Golini-Mwaluganje Community Conservation Corporation was created.  The 
were to reduce human-elephant conflicts and generate greater benefits for community 
ermitting the movement of elephants through the corridor.  The constitutional sub-
 attorney who represented local farmers wrote a lengthy document, the Memorandum 
ssociation of the Golini-Mwaluganje Conservation Reserve.  It required that 
 legal right of vacant possession of their parcels of land” to the Corporation and agree 
their land or use it for collateral without the consent of the Corporation. 

igenous families were members of the Corporation.  The Sanctuary had been fenced, 
cks had been established and an entry gate with two ticket offices had been 
997, the Board of Directors distributed about one million Kenyan Shillings (over 
holders.  Payments ranged from Ksh 60,000 to Ksh 200,000 (about $1,000 to over 
amily holding title to their donated land.  In addition, an investor has agreed to build a 
tuary and has agreed to a concession payment of Ksh 50,000 (about $800) per month.  
 employing up to about 50 local people. 

ain.  Since profit sharing is based on the amount of land contributed to the Sanctuary, 
wnership is clear; however, the adjudication and titling process has been extremely 
s.  Sanctuary management has also posed problems with the selection of a manager 

 the Board of Directors rather than all members of the Corporation.  In addition, the 
decline in tourism to Kenya is likely to have a detrimental effect on gate receipts.  
 Sanctuary provides a valuable lesson in what is needed to create such enterprises: 
n, transparent decision-making, equitable distribution of benefits, and the forging of 
 NGOs and the private sector. 

D.J. & Ndirangu, J.  (1998).  The Golini-Mwaluganja Community Elephant Sanctuary: 
servation poised for success but plagued by an elephant management dilemma.  
er. 
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The importance of livestock in the economy of Botswana has given rise to increasing 
conflict between ranchers and conservationists as the desire to fence rangeland has 
increased.  It is estimated that the construction of the Kuke fence resulted in the death of 
about 80,000 wildebeest in 1964 and another 50,000 in 1983 when the animals’ migration 
routes to food and water were cut off (SARDC, 1994).  To date, wildlife management in 
Botswana has focused largely on consumptive use of resources mainly through hunting.  In 
addition to other off-take quotas, Special Game Licenses (SGLs) for subsistence hunting are 
issued to people living in remote areas.  In 1995 there were about 800 to 1000 active 
licenses.  The resulting off-take has not been tracked and there is poor monitoring of the 
impact on biological sustainability of hunting.  Overall, there has been sharp decline in the 
numbers of most wildlife species.  The DWNP is mandated to promote commercialization 
of the wildlife utilization sector but a host of related issues must also be addressed.  These 
include: establishing hunting quotas; community access to natural resources in Wildlife 
Management Areas (WMAs) and national parks; land use planning for conservation, 
ranching and agriculture; problem animal control and conflict resolution; and the role of 
CBNRM in income generation for rural communities (Lawson and Mafela, 1990).  Recent 
efforts have focussed on a broader approach to managing natural resources that includes 
harvesting of grass and wild fruit, forestry, fishing and tourism.  In 1994, for example, 
three villages created a community-based organization (CBO) that in 1996 harvested 50 
tonnes of wild marula fruit (Sclerocarya birrea) that is used for making fruit juices and a 
variety of other products. 
 
NRMP has assisted in the creation of CBOs and trusts and a fund has been created to help 
support the development of constitutions and to provide training and enterprise development 
grants.  The Chobe Enclave Conservation Trust was created in 1993 and represents five 
villages.  All adults in each village are eligible to vote to elect a 10-member Village Trust 
Committee that then selects two members to sit on the Trust’s board.  The model is not 
dissimilar to that being promoted through ADMADE though in Zambia the links to the 
traditional village hierarchy are markedly stronger. 
 
• Madagascar (GELOSE), Malawi (COMPASS) and Tanzania,  
 
Several other countries in Sub-Saharan Africa have experimented with CBNRM and others 
have developed policies and legislation that will enable rural communities to take charge of 
the management and use of their natural resources.   
 
In Madagascar, legislation has been prepared that will enable communities to enter into 
agreements with government to implement management plans (GELOSE – Gestion Locale 
Securisé).  Communities and associations will be able to obtain financial and technical 
support through programs that have been established as part of the second five-year phase 
of the country’s Environmental Action Plan.  Several community forestry projects have 
been launched in Madagascar through initiatives funded by bilateral donor organizations 
and supported by conservation NGOs.  USAID has designed a program that will provide 
technical and financial support for the creation of conservation-based enterprises in four 
different ecological regions of the island. 
 
In Malawi, USAID has designed a CBNRM program called COMPASS (Community 
Partnerships for Sustainable Resource Management) that will support both community-
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based initiatives and strengthening of NGOs.  The policy framework for such programs is 
still evolving in Malawi and changes in land and natural resource tenure still require 
clarification.  While Malawi’s natural resource base differs markedly from that of 
neighboring countries (see table), future approaches to CBNRM will undoubtedly draw 
heavily from experiences throughout the region. 
 
Tanzania started experimenting with CBNRM in the late 1980s when the African Wildlife 
Foundation (an international conservation NGO) collaborated with Tanzania National Parks 
to help establish a community conservation service.  A pilot project in the Loliondo Game 
Controlled Area adjacent to the Serengeti National Park explored the possibilities presented 
by different revenue generating opportunities based on hunting as well as tourism.  Other 
CBNRM initiatives have followed including the Selous Conservation Program that is 
estimated to reach over 80,000 local people. People living near hunting areas in Tanzania 
receive a percentage of the license fees.  Nevertheless, though the legal framework that will 
allow communities to take full responsibility for management of the resources has been 
elaborated, implementation has lagged (SARDC, 1994). 
 
3 – What are the similarities and differences? 
 
• Legal framework 
 
The legal underpinnings for CBNRM differ greatly in the various countries described 
above.  In Kenya, for example, consumptive use of wildlife is rarely allowed and only with 
the special permission of KWS.  In Zambia and Botswana, the authorities responsible for 
wildlife management grant hunting licenses.  In Zimbabwe, the central authority must 
approve community-based wildlife management plans.  In Namibia, tenure over natural 
resources is being devolved to local communities through the creation community 
conservancies that have considerable rights to manage wildlife.  In many countries in 
southern Africa, tenure over natural resources is closely tied to systems of land tenure.  In 
many countries in the region, village land is either communally owned or state-owned and, 
hence, the authority to use natural resources rests with national, local or traditional 
authorities.  In many cases, this has constrained efforts to develop community-based 
approaches to resource management. 
 
CAMPFIRE has demonstrated that grass-roots initiatives can be implemented successfully 
without full legislative support.  In Zimbabwe, the authority to use natural resources can be 
devolved only to the rural councils and not to the local communities (Child, 1996; 
Katerere, 1997).  Moreover, the groundswell of support has encouraged the revision of 
national policies and laws.  Child (1996: p. 133) noted that: 
 

The key to this model is proprietary self-interest, with ownership being exerted at the 
community level, represented by the village development committee.  For this to work, 
however, agrarian laws must be changed toward private community resource 
ownership, and to achieve this a political process is unavoidable. 
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• Resource base and socio-economics  
 
While some tribal groups in southern Africa are traditionally dependent on wildlife (notably 
in parts of Namibia and Botswana), in most countries the hunting of wild animals is 
restricted.  Under such conditions, wildlife represents a cost rather than a benefit to rural 
communities.  This contrasts sharply with the reliance on other natural resources notably 
agricultural land, water, wood for fuel, and other plant materials for building, food and 
medicines.  In effect, wildlife is regarded in a different light than other natural resources 
and strategies for its management must take this into consideration.  Sustainable use of a 
natural resource often relies on providing economically viable alternatives to a resource that 
is being unsustainably exploited.  The depletion of a resource that is perceived to be a free 
good by rural populations cannot be prevented if behavioral change comes with an added 
cost to the resource users.  Communities must derive tangible benefits from changes in their 
practices if these changes are to be sustained.  If greater benefits can be derived from 
activities that conserve natural resources than from those practices that deplete the same 
resources, individuals will be inclined to move away from the destructive practices.  
Similarly, if living in close proximity to wildlife incurs a cost to rural communities it must 
be offset in some way by providing an economic or social benefit.  Such benefits may be in 
the form of direct monetary compensation (for example, sharing a percentage of park 
entrance fees with those neighboring communities that incur an opportunity cost through 
loss of access to natural resources).  Alternatively, support can be provided for natural 
resource based enterprise development that can be based on either consumptive or non-
consumptive use of the resources.   
  
• What generates revenues and income?  
 
Sustainable ecotourism and nature tourism are the most widely practiced types of non-
consumptive natural resource use.  In Kenya, community associations have been moderately 
successful in establishing business agreements with tour operators and entrepreneurs who 
pay the associations for the right to have access to community conservation areas and 
camps.  Communities in Zimbabwe, Zambia, Namibia and Botswana have made similar 
arrangements.  Despite providing alternative sources of income from various types of 
employment, ecotourism in Africa has rarely generated significant benefits for rural 
communities.  Even in Kenya, which has traditionally been a preferred destination for 
European and North American ecotourists, many enterprises have realized only limited 
success. 
 
In Zimbabwe, over 90% of all CAMPFIRE revenues in 1993 were from sport hunting fees 
the remainder coming from tourism and ancillary activities.  Two-thirds of the revenues 
from hunting came from elephant trophies with another quarter from buffalo, leopard and 
sable antelope.  By 1996, about 35 tonnes of elephant ivory, worth about US$5 million, 
was stored in Zimbabwe as a result of the 1989 ban on international trade (Child, 1996).  
The high reliance on elephant hunting to generate income for the program has attracted 
considerable debate not least because of the African elephant's status as an endangered 
species.  The animal was listed in Appendix A of the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species (CITES) until 1998 when the elephant's status was relaxed in 
Zimbabwe, Botswana and Namibia. 
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In Zambia, most of the revenues generated by the ADMADE program come from hunting 
of lion and leopard.  Again, this has attracted criticism on ecological as well as ethical 
grounds.  In order to assess the ecological impact of these programs, a rigorous monitoring 
system is essential.  In Zimbabwe, about 22% of CAMPFIRE revenues are reinvested in 
wildlife management and in Zambia about 40% of ADMADE revenues go toward meeting 
the operational costs of Wildlife Management Units (though over one-third of this is 
allocated to regional commands rather than field operations). 
 
The ethical issues raised by the reliance on hunting of wildlife to fund these community-
based natural resource management programs have prompted rancorous debate.  USAID's 
support for CAMPFIRE and to a lesser extent ADMADE has sparked public criticism from 
the Humane Society and other organizations.  Though opinions on the ethics and morality 
of the hunting of wildlife should not be discounted, they are often far removed from the 
realities of wildlife management, community development and conservation in East and 
Southern Africa.  Relaxation of the CITES regulations governing the African elephant 
reflect a fundamental change in the attitudes of many conservation groups and governments 
in southern Africa.  It was only in the early 1990's that many of these same groups were 
instrumental in imposing the worldwide ban on the trade in ivory.  The potential for 
allowing greater consumptive use of wildlife is currently under discussion in Kenya, which 
currently has the most restrictive regulations of the countries considered here.  Similarly, 
with the recent changes in CITES, the pressure to expand wildlife management programs in 
Botswana and Namibia to include more community-sanctioned sport hunting will 
undoubtedly increase. 
 
• Who is providing support?  
 
Ostensibly the community-based wildlife programs of East and Southern Africa are 
intended to be financially self-sufficient, generating revenues for administration and wildlife 
management as well as for community development.  In some cases, notably in Zambia, the 
potential for achieving such sustainability appears to be good.  In contrast, in Kenya, the 
heavy reliance on tourism to generate revenues has resulted in severe financial woes in 
recent years as park gate receipts have fallen up to 70%.  The international donor 
community has provided significant financial support in Kenya - the PAWS program 
receiving over $140 million up to 1998.  USAID has been a key donor and provider of 
technical assistance to the wildlife management programs in Zimbabwe, Zambia, Botswana, 
Botswana and, most recently, in Malawi.  Without this and the support of other bilateral 
donors and many conservation groups it is unlikely that most of these programs could be 
sustained.  
 
• Governance and tenure systems  
 
The extent to which communities have the legal authority to use the natural resources on 
their communal lands differs greatly from country to country in the region.  In Kenya, 
wildlife management is the responsibility of the state through the Kenya Wildlife Service.  
In contrast, individual and community tenure over land is strong.  The situation in other 
countries is often the reverse.  Namibia's new laws on natural resource tenure provide 
some of the strongest legislative mechanisms for empowering local communities to take 
charge of the management of their resource base.  However, several tribal groups in the 
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country do not have any traditional systems of land tenure since they do not comprise 
sedentary communities.  Elsewhere, state ownership of conservation land and areas where 
natural resource use is controlled presents a challenge for developing systems of co-
management that are beneficial to both the state and local stakeholders.  In Malawi, 
changes in legislation are currently being considered that may allow communities greater 
access to state-managed woodlands but, in return, the state may require a greater say in 
how communities manage the resources on their own land. 
 
Systems of governance also differ widely from country to country and, indeed, from 
regional to region and among tribal groups.  As a result, adherence to traditional land use 
practices and authorities can vary markedly.  In Zambia, the success of the ADMADE 
program in some areas has been attributed to the support provided by traditional leaders.  
This has also attracted criticism since revenues accruing to communities have sometimes 
been used to construct palaces for local chiefs.  Though this has been cited as evidence of 
the inequitable use of revenues, similar to the use of the WDF in Kenya to fund "good-will 
projects", such investments do often build confidence and support.  Experience throughout 
the region has shown that there is no set formula for designing the administrative structure 
of community-based resource management programs.  If traditional leadership is strong, it 
must be included in the organizational structure.  If it is weak, mechanisms must be created 
that compensate for this through a process that is consensual.  Western concepts of 
democracy and governance are not necessarily the best approach: in parts of Madagascar 
traditional systems of tenure hold sway over national laws, and in Zambia attempts to by-
pass the involvement of traditional leaders in ADMADE has proven problematic. 
 
• What’s working and what’s not?  
 
If donor funding is not available to support the bureaucratic infrastructure (or if revenues 
fall) is there a danger that natural resources will be overexploited to compensate? 
 
The goals of the various community based wildlife and natural resource management 
projects that are currently operational in southern Africa are often very different.  While all 
the programs are intended to help conserve natural resources through improved stewardship 
by rural communities and other stakeholders, some have also been charged with covering 
associated support costs.  In Zambia, for example, the ADMADE is expected to contribute 
to financing of game rangers and regional administration of the program.  This contrasts 
sharply with CBNRM initiatives in Kenya, which are funded primarily by international 
donors and the central government.  Here, only about one-third of funding available to the 
Wildlife and Development Facility that supports community programs came from revenues 
generated from wildlife management (in this case gate receipts from parks).  In Zimbabwe, 
Botswana and Namibia many of the costs associated with the administration and 
management of the community-based programs are borne by donors and central 
government.  In the case of CAMPFIRE, the goal has been to retain just 20% of revenues 
for management (15%) and administration (5%).  In reality, between 1989 and 1993, the 
rural district councils have been obliged to retain more of the revenues for reinvestment in 
wildlife management. 
 
There will always be competing demands for funds for supporting community initiatives, 
for administration, and for improved wildlife management to ensure that the programs are 
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ecologically sustainable.  In the case of both CAMPFIRE and ADMADE, revenues have 
been channeled to meet these needs and the potential for financial sustainability exists.  In 
the case of ADMADE, this potential has been demonstrated on a local scale but many 
wildlife management areas have been all but neglected.  In Zambia, and to a lesser extent 
Zimbabwe, there remains a pressing need for information on the ecological sustainability of 
the initiatives.  In Kenya, Botswana and Namibia, where there is less potential for revenue 
generation directly from wildlife, financial sustainability is less certain.  Though there are 
concerns about the environmental sustainability of wildlife management programs in each 
of these countries, they relate more to competition for land than to exploitation of wildlife. 
 
• Who is benefiting?  
 
The fundamental goal of most of the community-based natural resource management 
programs in that USAID has supported in East and Southern Africa is to demonstrate that it 
is possible to create economic incentives for the conservation of resources and management 
of wildlife.  In order to accomplish this, it is acknowledged that local people must have the 
authority to make decisions regarding the use of the resources and they must realize the 
benefits.  Many of the programs described here have demonstrated that the distribution of 
benefits is infrequently equitable.  Often the people, whose access to resources is reduced 
as a result of stricter management and those who are charged with direct management of the 
resources (often one and the same), are not the principal beneficiaries.  In Kenya, Zambia 
and Botswana, revenues from tourism and hunting licenses help support the government 
departments responsible for wildlife and protected area management. In several counties, 
regional or local authorities impose a levy that covers the cost incurred administering the 
programs.  In all cases, the distribution of revenues at the local and community level is in 
the hands of traditional leaders or committees that appear rarely to represent the interests of 
those stakeholders that are ultimately responsible for management of the natural resources.  
Hence, in Namibia and Botswana, groups that are traditionally reliant on hunting are not 
well integrated into the LIFE and NRMP programs.  Notably in Kenya but elsewhere too, 
the participation of women in decision making on the use of resources and distribution of 
benefits is all but insignificant. 
 
Ultimately, the resolution of these shortcomings will require major changes in local 
governance and many fundamental societal attitudes.  Such changes will not come quickly 
or easily, so it is incumbent on those that support efforts at improving the management of 
natural resources to work within the constraints of existing policies, legislation and 
practices while striving to encourage their reevaluation and revision. 
 
Painter (1995) and Child (1996) stressed that successful CBNRM requires enabling local 
populations to take informed decisions in managing wildlife and other resources through a 
full and active exchange of information at the local level.  In order to achieve this, 
community institutions must represent all stakeholders and procedures for fair resolution of 
conflicts must be in place. In addition, it is essential that national policies and legislation 
support such devolution of resource tenure and governance that provides the authority to 
make decisions on resource use at the local level.  All this must be supported by extension 
services that provide the knowledge and skills to manage resources sustainably to 
communities where literacy levels are low. 
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• Monitoring and Evaluation 
   
Monitoring of the performance and impact of CBNRM program is essential in order to 
assess what is working and what is not.  While an activity is being implemented, it is 
important to track whether performance targets are being met.  At a broader level, 
however, it is critical to evaluate periodically whether the fundamental precepts of the 
program are being borne out.  In other words, is the approach that is being implemented 
generating the social and economic benefits that were anticipated and, even more 
importantly, is the impact on the natural resource base both positive and sustainable. 
 
Monitoring systems are management tools.  All too often the social and environmental 
monitoring systems that have been implemented for CBNRM programs have been poorly 
constructed since they do not address the fundamental issues of performance and impact.  
Many are reliant on costly, time consuming data collection and have little regard for the 
needs of the end-users, which are typically program managers and local practitioners.  Data 
collection must not become an end in itself.  The data must be collected economically, 
analyzed promptly, and the results disseminated widely in a form that is readily understood 
by the target audience.  Community-based monitoring can provide a means to achieving 
these objectives.  If community groups are involved in the identification of both indicators 
and performance targets, their willingness to contribute information and participate in data 
collection is more likely. It is essential, however, that the results of the monitoring are 
reported back to these same stakeholders in a way that is readily understandable and useful 
to them. 
 
Community-based monitoring can be effective for collecting both socioeconomic data and 
ecological information.  It is important that all the communities within a single program 
area use the same or very similar indicators in order to facilitate comparison (Goodman, 
1996).  In addition, the quality of the data must be periodically assessed by independent 
means.  In Kenya, the COBRA project has supported aerial game counts that provide an 
essential regional baseline against which regular, local counts can be compared.  It is also 
essential that the analysis and interpretation of monitoring information draws on local 
expertise and knowledge.  In Zambia, for example, the number of snares found in different 
districts has been used as an indicator of the prevalence of poaching.  When the numbers 
increased significantly in one area, it was assumed that the ADMADE program there was 
failing.  In reality, there were more snares because poachers were obtaining wire from 
recently installed telephone lines (USAID, 1998). 
 
4 - Towards a CBNRM paradigm 
 
The protracted search for a southern African CBNRM paradigm highlights one of the 
greatest constraints to achieving sustainable natural resource management) inappropriate 
legal and institutional arrangements.  At one extreme, some insist that governments should 
devolve responsibility for NRM to rural communities and traditional structures that have a 
better understanding of local conditions.  Others argue that devolution is not the panacea to 
current environmental, economic and social problems (Katerere, 1997). 
 
Undoubtedly, national policies and legislation must be conducive to encouraging and 
enabling local resource users to manage those resources sustainably.  In addition, however, 
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the knowledge and skills to implement durable CBNRM activities must be available along 
with the ability of local institutions to resolve conflicts and administer access to resources 
and distribution of benefits.  Most importantly, however, the incentives for sustainable 
resource management must be tangible and the benefits must be realized equitable with 
those that bear the highest cost also reaping the greatest rewards. 
 
To date, in East and Southern Africa and elsewhere, CBNRM initiatives have focused on 
alleviating policy constraints, building institutional capacity, establishing baseline 
socioeconomic and ecological conditions, and promoting community enterprises that help 
generate revenue through the sustainable use of natural resources.  We are now at a point 
where it is clear that the further progress is largely constrained by limited capacity to create 
benefits that tangibly offset the lost opportunities and other costs implicit in limiting free 
access to resources (see, for example, Barrett and Arcese, 1995). 
 
Russell and Harshbarger (1998) argued that future support for conservation-based 
enterprise development must focus on providing wider access to credit and savings 
opportunities, to markets, and to market information.  Without these, businesses cannot 
succeed and their failure will be seen as an indictment of CBNRM efforts.  The lessons 
learned through the COBRA project over the past six years demonstrate that government 
agencies and conservation groups can help mobilize local communities but they are poor 
providers of business expertise.  These skills must come from private sector entrepreneurs 
who are willing to provide their expertise and other services in exchange for commercial 
considerations such as business franchises or easements that provide access to community 
lands or other resources. 
 
5 - What do the African models look like?  Where do they fit in the paradigm? 
 
Several of the CBNRM programs that USAID has supported in Africa have promoted 
partnerships between the private sector and community enterprises.  The ADMADE and 
CAMPFIRE programs rely heavily on forging commercial agreements between tour and 
safari operators and local communities.  In Kenya, where conservation-based enterprises 
are largely reliant on tourism, linkages with European tour companies has proven lucrative 
for several community enterprises despite the catastrophic decline in tourism in the country 
over the past two years. Similarly, NRMP in Botswana has supported tourist development 
efforts in a few areas - notably Chobe.  In all these countries, however, the benefits from 
such undertakings have been limited to relatively few communities or districts.  Elsewhere, 
viable commercial enterprises are rare.  The creation of cultural centers and curio ventures 
are often of a small-scale and rarely generate significant income.  When business 
management skills are lacking, the distribution of profits can be contentious and the 
reinvestment of income to promote growth is often a low priority.  This notwithstanding, 
the LIFE program in Namibia has helped community cooperatives establish such enterprises 
and they are generating both profits and broader interest in neighboring communities. 
 
The revenues that are provided by small-scale community-based enterprises need not be 
great to generate interest and encourage similar ventures.  Nevertheless, they must provide 
tangible benefits that more than compensate for the direct and opportunity costs.  If women 
are involved in making curios or staffing a stand, another member of the household must be 
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available to undertake other duties such as collecting water and fuel wood, cooking, 
gardening, and so on. 
 
Even more importantly from an environmental standpoint, the commercial enterprises must 
be demonstrably linked to improved resource management.  The manufacture and sale of 
crafts should be environmentally sustainable in themselves (not based on exploitation of 
rare tree species, for example) but must also rely on a robust tourist industry that is based 
on wildlife conservation and environmental protection. 
 
6 – What’s needed and what works? 
 
Murphree (1993) listed five optimal conditions under which community-based management 
of natural resources is likely to be successful.  They are as follows: 
 
1 - the resource(s) must have a measurable value to the community; 
 
2 - differential contributions must result in differential benefits; 
 
3 - higher quality management of the resource must be rewarded with greater benefits; 
 
4 - the unit within the community or group that makes decisions on resource use must 
undertake the management activities and reap the rewards; and 
 
5 - the unit of proprietorship should be as small as possible. 
 
Based on the experiences to date in East and Southern Africa, the 
opportunities for successful implementation of CBNRM initiatives are limited to those 
countries and communities where the following policy and governance conditions are met: 
 
1 - there is legal authority for the community to make decisions on how to use the 
resources; 
 
2 - there is local authority to decide who can use the resources; and 
 
3 - there are mechanisms in place to ensure equitable distribution of benefits and resolve 
any conflicts that arise. 
 
In addition, however, there are other prerequisites including that 
 
1 - natural resources are available for sustainable use (other than subsistence); 
 
2 - markets exist or can be developed for those resources; and 
 
3 - information is available on how to manage the resources to ensure that economic 
incentives and ecological benefits are sustained. 
 
Though there will always be a need to reassess and revise natural resource policies as 
social, economic and environmental conditions change, perhaps the greatest shortcoming in 
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current approaches to CBNRM is the need for developing durable, market-based incentives 
for conservation of resources by rural communities.  It merits noting that in the case of the 
successful community-based forestry program in the Philippines, participants (and non-
participants) identified the main objectives of the program as: 
 
♦ To provide alternative sources of income; and 
♦ To market members' farm products. 
 
The objective of implementing reforestation and planting trees came only third.  Moreover, 
it is worth noting that the objectives of helping the community and improving the 
environment were ranked ninth and tenth respectively in terms of importance (DAI, 1997). 
 
7  - What does the future hold? 
 
Future directions in community-based management of natural resources must focus on 
greater private sector involvement in the design and implementation of conservation-based 
enterprises.  The private sector can provide the business management skills and marketing 
knowledge required to develop viable commercial enterprises.  These skills cannot be 
supplied by government agencies or by most NGOs.  In return, community groups will 
have to negotiate agreements with businesses in order to compensate them for providing 
knowledge and services.  Experience in Kenya has shown that community groups must 
have access to legal services if they are to negotiate binding agreements that spread the 
business risks evenly and distribute potential benefits in an equitable fashion. 
 
On a broader scale, the current trend toward supporting community involvement in natural 
resource management must be encouraged.  Undoubtedly, there are instances where 
conservation of natural resources is neither feasible nor practical owing to the social or 
economic climate.  Just as individual conservation enterprises may succeed or fail, so too 
will CBNRM programs in different parts of the world.  CBNRM will not provide the 
solution to environmental degradation and resource depletion in developing countries. 
Nevertheless, experience to date in Africa and elsewhere has demonstrated that policies that 
support CBNRM and local initiatives that encourage it, can provide powerful incentives for 
the conservation of natural resources.  In the medium to long-term this will make these 
developing economies more robust. 
 
One of the biggest threats to the future success of CBNRM in Africa is opposition to the 
commercialized hunting of wild animals.  Such opposition comes largely from conservation 
groups in North America and Europe.  In the late 1980s and early 1990s the focus of these 
groups was largely on a perceived  threat to endangered species.  This resulted in the 
international ban on the trade in elephant ivory.  In 1998, the relaxation of the status of the 
African elephant (in Zimbabwe, Botswana and Namibia) within the terms of the Convention 
on the International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), represented a swing in opinion 
away from strict non-consumptive use of wildlife.  Yet, in the United States the lobbying of 
the Congress and pressure being exerted on USAID to discontinue support for programs 
such as CAMPFIRE (and others) threatens to undermine the progress that has been made in 
CBNRM.  In Kenya and elsewhere it has been demonstrated that unless local communities 
realize tangible benefits from conserving wildlife, they are unwilling to accept the 
responsibilities of being its stewards.  The Kenyan experience also shows that viable 
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wildlife populations cannot be confined to discrete protected areas that can be fenced and 
patrolled.  In Africa, wildlife populations are highly dynamic and their mobility must be 
assured if they are to remain ecologically viable.  To accomplish this, the international 
community (including donors and NGOs) must work with national governments to 
implement policies and strengthen institutions that encourage and support local participation 
in wildlife management. 
 
As a result of COBRA, CAMPFIRE and other community-based wildlife management 
programs, the perceptions of rural communities toward wildlife are changing.  Increasingly, 
the cost of living in close proximity to wildlife is being supplanted by an appreciation of the 
economic values and environmental benefits.  Through the empowerment of local 
communities to derive benefits from the sustainable use of these resources, the communities 
themselves have developed a greater sense of independence and are encouraged to build a 
collective vision for the future. 
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Annex 8 
 
 
 

Institutional Arrangements for Improved Management of Natural Resources by Local 
Communities in Malawi 

 
 Workshop recommendations on modalities for Community-based Natural Resources 

Management in Malawi16 
 

 

                                                 
16 The workshop recommendations were presented to the National Council on the Environment in December 
1999 and subsequently revised by the CBNRM Task Force in late December to integrate the comments of the 
members of the NCE.  This annex represents the revised recommendations that were presented to the NCE in 
March 2000 and accepted. 
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